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methodology for making changes in the
licensing basis of operating plants in the
areas of inservice inspection (ISI),
inservice testing (IST), graded quality
assurance (GQA), and technical
specifications (TS), is available to all
licensees but is not required. Licensees
may make voluntary submittals when,
and if, in their judgment, it is to their
advantage to do so (for example, to
improve plant safety, reduce costs, gain
operating flexibility).

4. Who is required or asked to report:
Licensees of nuclear power plants may
report when, and if, in their judgment,
it is to their advantage to do so.

5. The number of annual respondents:
ISI: 6, IST: 3, QA: 1, TS: 20

6. The number of hours needed
annually to complete the requirement or
request (per respondent): ISI: 6,200, IST:
5,200, QA: 4,000, TS: 1,060

7. Abstract: In the specific areas of ISI,
IST, GQA, and TS, a new series of
Regulatory Guides provides a risk-
informed method for licensees to use in
requesting changes to their current
licensing bases (CLB). No changes or
additions have been made to any rules
or regulations in conjunction with the
issuance of this series of guides. The
new method will be a voluntary
alternative to the deterministically-
based CLB change method previously
used (which will remain acceptable as
an alternative to the new risk-informed
method).

The new risk-informed alternative
method will allow licensees to
concentrate on plant equipment and
operations that are most critically
important to plant safety so as to
achieve a savings in total effort and
greater operating flexibility with an
insignificant change in overall safety.
The guides specify the records,
analyses, and documents that licensees
are expected to prepare in support of
risk-informed changes to their CLB in
the specified areas.

Submit, by April 20, 1998, comments
that address the following questions:

1. Is the proposed collection of
information necessary for the NRC to
properly perform its functions? Does the
information have practical utility?

2. Is the burden estimate accurate?
3. Is there a way to enhance the

quality, utility, and clarity of the
information to be collected?

4. How can the burden of the
information collection be minimized,
including the use of automated
collection techniques or other forms of
information technology?

A copy of the draft supporting
statement may be viewed free of charge
at the NRC Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW (lower level),

Washington, DC. OMB clearance
requests are available at the NRC
worldwide web site (http://
www.nrc.gov) under the FedWorld
collection link on the home page tool
bar. The document will be available on
the NRC home page site for 60 days after
the signature date of this notice.

Comments and questions about the
information collection requirements
may be directed to the NRC Clearance
Officer, Brenda Jo. Shelton, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, T–6 F33,
Washington, DC, 20555–0001, or by
telephone at 301–415–7233, or by
Internet electronic mail at
BJS1@NRC.GOV.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 11th day
of February, 1998.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Brenda Jo. Shelton,
NRC Clearance Officer, Office of the Chief
Information Officer.
[FR Doc. 98–3978 Filed 2–17–98; 8:45 am]
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Amendment to Certificate of
Compliance GDP–2 for the U.S.
Enrichment Corporation Portsmouth
Gaseous Diffusion Plant; Portsmouth,
OH

The Director, Office of Nuclear
Material Safety and Safeguards, has
made a determination that the following
amendment request is not significant in
accordance with 10 CFR 76.45. In
making that determination, the staff
concluded that: (1) There is no change
in the types or significant increase in
the amounts of any effluents that may be
released offsite; (2) there is no
significant increase in individual or
cumulative occupational radiation
exposure; (3) there is no significant
construction impact; (4) there is no
significant increase in the potential for,
or radiological or chemical
consequences from, previously analyzed
accidents; (5) the proposed changes do
not result in the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident; (6) there is no
significant reduction in any margin of
safety; and (7) the proposed changes
will not result in an overall decrease in
the effectiveness of the plant’s safety,
safeguards, or security programs. The
basis for this determination for the
amendment request is described below.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
certificate amendment application and
concluded that it provides reasonable
assurance of adequate safety, safeguards,

and security and compliance with NRC
requirements. Therefore, the Director,
Office of Nuclear Material Safety and
Safeguards, is prepared to issue an
amendment to the Certificate of
Compliance for the Portsmouth Gaseous
Diffusion Plant (PORTS). The staff has
prepared a Compliance Evaluation
Report which provides details of the
staff’s evaluation.

The NRC staff has determined that
this amendment satisfies the criteria for
a categorical exclusion in accordance
with 10 CFR 51.22. Therefore, pursuant
to 10 CFR 51.22(b), no environmental
impact statement or environmental
assessment need be prepared for this
amendment.

USEC or any person whose interest
may be affected may file a petition, not
exceeding 30 pages, requesting review
of the Director’s Decision. The petition
must be filed with the Commission not
later than 15 days after publication of
this Federal Register Notice. A petition
for review of the Director’s Decision
shall set forth with particularity the
interest of the petitioner and how that
interest may be affected by the results of
the decision. The petition should
specifically explain the reasons why
review of the Decision should be
permitted with particular reference to
the following factors: (1) The interest of
the petitioner; (2) how that interest may
be affected by the Decision, including
the reasons why the petitioner should
be permitted a review of the Decision;
and (3) the petitioner’s areas of concern
about the activity that is the subject
matter of the Decision. Any person
described in this paragraph (USEC or
any person who filed a petition) may
file a response to any petition for
review, not to exceed 30 pages, within
10 days after filing of the petition. If no
petition is received within the
designated 15-day period, the Director
will issue the final amendment to the
Certificate of Compliance without
further delay. If a petition for review is
received, the decision on the
amendment application will become
final in 60 days, unless the Commission
grants the petition for review or
otherwise acts within 60 days after
publication of this Federal Register
Notice.

A petition for review must be filed
with the Secretary of the Commission,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555–0001, Attention:
Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff, or
may be delivered to the Commission’s
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC, by the above date.

For further details with respect to the
action see: (1) The application for



8224 Federal Register / Vol. 63, No. 32 / Wednesday, February 18, 1998 / Notices

amendment and (2) the Commission’s
Compliance Evaluation Report. These
items are available for public inspection
at the Commission’s Public Document
Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L
Street, NW., Washington, DC, and at the
Local Public Document Room.

Date of amendment request: October
21, 1997.

Brief description of amendment: On
October 21, 1997, United States
Enrichment Corporation (USEC)
submitted a certificate amendment
request for the Portsmouth Gaseous
Diffusion Plant (PORTS) to extend a
completion date and to clarify
commitments related to Measuring and
Test Equipment (M&TE) made in Issue
24 entitled ‘‘Maintenance Program’’ of
the ‘‘Plan for Achieving Compliance
with Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Regulations at the Portsmouth Gaseous
Diffusion Plant’’ DOE/ORO–2027/R3
(Compliance Plan).

The PORTS Quality Assurance
Program (QAP) requires safety related
structures, systems and components
(SSCs) to be designated as Q, AQ and
AQ–NCS according to their area of
application and degree of importance to
safety. The PORTS QAP and the Safety
Analysis Report designate those SSCs as
Q and AQ, and AQ–NCS, which are
relied upon for non-criticality safety and
criticality safety, respectively. The
PORTS QAP requires USEC to apply
quality assurance (QA) requirements
contained in ASME NQA–1–1989
entitled ‘‘Quality Assurance Program
Requirements for Nuclear Facilities’’ to
Q and AQ–NCS SSCs. For AQ SSCs,
which in comparison to Q and AQ–NCS
SSCs are less important from a safety
standpoint, only a portion of the ASME
NQA–1–1989 requirements are
applicable.

Currently, the Plan of Action and
Schedule (POAS) section of Issue 24 of
the PORTS Compliance Plan implies
that M&TE used for Q, AQ and AQ-NCS
SSCs are also designated as Q, AQ and
AQ-NCS, respectively. The clarification
contained in USEC’s amendment
request, deletes this implication. In
addition to the clarification, USEC has
also included a request to extend the
completion date for revising the
calibration program to meet the more
formal requirements for AQ SSCs from
December 31, 1997, to June 30, 1998.
According to USEC, the existing
December 31, 1997, date in the POAS of
the PORTS Compliance Plan Issue 24 is
inconsistent with two other actions
contained elsewhere in the same POAS.
In addition, according to USEC, Issue 22
entitled ‘‘Maintenance Program’’ of the
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant
(PGDP) Compliance Plan identifies June

30, 1998, as the date for completing
similar corrective actions which address
similar noncompliances.

Basis for finding of no significance:
1. The proposed amendment will not

result in a change in the types or
significant increase in the amounts of
any effluents that may be released
offsite.

This amendment deletes the
implication that M&TE are designated as
Q, AQ, and AQ-NCS SSCs. It also
corrects an inconsistency related to the
completion date for revising the
calibration program to meet more formal
requirements for AQ SSCs by extending
the completion date from December 31,
1997, to June 30, 1998. This amendment
does not constitute a change to the QA
requirements applicable to M&TE. Per
the PORTS QAP, which was reviewed
and approved by the NRC as part of the
initial certification, QA requirements
contained in ASME NQA–1 1989 will
continue to be applied to M&TE used for
Q, AQ-NCS and AQ SSCs. In addition,
the interim safety requirements
contained in the Justification for
Continued Operation (JCO) section of
Issue 24 of the PORTS Compliance Plan,
which was developed by DOE and
approved by DOE and NRC, pertaining
to AQ SSCs and the associated M&TE,
would continue to be applied until June
30, 1998. As such, this amendment will
not result in a significant change in the
types or significant increase in the
amounts of any effluents that may be
released offsite.

2. The proposed amendment will not
result in a significant increase in
individual or cumulative occupational
radiation exposure.

For the reasons provided in the
assessment of criterion 1, the proposed
amendment will not result in a
significant increase in individual or
cumulative occupational radiation
exposures.

3. The proposed amendment will not
result in a significant construction
impact.

The proposed amendment does not
involve any construction, therefore,
there will be no construction impacts.

4. The proposed amendment will not
result in a significant increase in the
potential for, or radiological or chemical
consequences from, previously analyzed
accidents.

For the reasons provided in the
assessment of criterion 1, the proposed
amendment will not result in a
significant increase in the potential for,
or radiological or chemical
consequences from, previously analyzed
accidents.

5. The proposed amendment will not
result in the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident.

For the reasons provided in the
assessment of criterion 1, the proposed
amendment will not result in new or
different kinds of accidents.

6. The proposed amendment will not
result in a significant reduction in any
margin of safety.

For the reasons provided in the
assessment of criterion 1, the proposed
amendment will not result in a
significant reduction in any margin of
safety.

7. The proposed amendment will not
result in an overall decrease in the
effectiveness of the plant’s safety,
safeguards, or security programs.

For the reasons provided in the
assessment of criterion 1, the proposed
amendment will not result in an overall
decrease in the effectiveness of the
plant’s safety program.

The staff has not identified any
safeguards or security related
implications from the proposed
amendment. Therefore, the proposed
amendment will not result in an overall
decrease in the effectiveness of the
plant’s safeguards or security programs.

Effective date: The amendment to
GDP–2 will become effective
immediately after issuance by NRC.

Certificate of Compliance No. GDP–2:
Amendment will revise the Compliance
Plan.

Local Public Document Room
location: Portsmouth Public Library,
1220 Gallia Street, Portsmouth, Ohio
45662.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 4th day
of 1998.
For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Carl J. Paperiello,
Director, Office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards.
[FR Doc. 98–3977 Filed 2–17–98; 8:45 am]
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AGENCY HOLDING THE MEETING: Nuclear
Regulatory Commission.

DATES: Weeks of February 16, 23, March
2, and 9, 1998.

PLACE: Commissioners’ Conference
Room, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville,
Maryland.

STATUS: Public and Closed.


